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submitted with some confidence that nationality per se is not
a reason which, on any principle recognized by private inter-
national law, can justify the exercise of jurisdiction. The argu-
ment usually advanced in its favour, namely that 'a subject is
bound to obey the commands of his Sovereign, and, therefore,
the judgments of his sovereign courts*,1 is no doubt true, but
as Wolff pointed out it is not the duty of another sovereign to
aid the enforcement of the obligation.2 Indeed the undesirability
of such a rule becomes abundantly clear when it is remembered
that it is essentially within the competence of a State to decide
who are and who are not its nationals. The granting or with-
holding of nationality is sometimes an instrument of political
policy. Even if this is not the case, the legal tie of nationality
may have an extremely slender factual basis. If a Romanian
court were to give judgment in personam against a person who,
though born in Romania, had left that country in his infancy
and acquired a domicil in England without taking out letters
of naturalization, it is difficult to appreciate the justification for
holding the judgment actionable in England. Again, to make
allegiance the basis of jurisdiction is scarcely practicable in the
case of the British Commonwealth. A British subject resident
in Victoria owes allegiance to the Crown, but that fact alone
cannot render him liable on a judgment given against him in
England.3 Finally, there is no question of reciprocal recogni-
tion, for the British nationality of a defendant does not suffice
to found the jurisdiction of the English court.
If mere allegiance suffices to give jurisdiction, so also, it is
might be presumed, does domicil. The connexion between a
man and the country in which he is domiciled is generally a
very real one, but the tie of allegiance may be of the loosest
description. An ineffective exercise of jurisdiction ought not
to be tolerated, and it is undeniable that a judgment based on
domicil is superior on the score of effectiveness to one based
merely on allegiance. Yet the curious thing is that those.writers
who are content to make political allegiance a ground of juris-
diction deny without hesitation the sufficiency of domicil.
According to the decisions which have dealt with the matter Locality
up to the present, it is undoubted that the various circum- °*^s^
not confer
1	Dicey (6th ed.), p. 357.	^   jurisdic-
2	Wolff, p. 126. He further points out that allegiance is not sufficient even in tion
those Continental countries where nationality is the criterion of the personal kw.
3	See the remarks of Scott J. in Dakota Lumber Co. v. Rinderbtecht (1905),
6 Terr. L.R. 210, cited Read, op. cit., p. 154.

